The 'protection of civilians' mandate in United Nations (UN) peacekeeping operations fulfils a critical role in realising broader protection objectives, which have in recent years become an important focus of international relations and international law. The concepts of the 'protection of civilians' constructed by the humanitarian, human rights and peacekeeping communities have evolved somewhat separately, resulting in disparate understandings of the associated normative bases, substance and responsibilities. If UN peacekeepers are to effectively provide physical * Haidi Willmot writes in her personal capacity and the views expressed in this article do not necessarily reflect those of the United Nations. The authors have benefited from the helpful comments of others, including Conor Foley and the anonymous peer reviewers.
The protection of civilians has in recent years become an important focus of international relations and international law, particularly in the context of United Nations (UN) peacekeeping operations. It is often at the heart of international debates on responding to major conflicts, as evidenced in the ongoing discourse on the situations in Syria, Mali and the Central African Republic. 1 Yet despite the international attention being focused on protection issues, the normative bases, content and responsibilities associated with practical implementation remain contested, with disparate usage of the protection lexicon in international law and across humanitarian, human rights and peacekeeping communities. The concept has come to encompass a wide range of rights and obligations under jus ad bellum, the UN Charter, international humanitarian law (IHL) and international human rights law (IHRL), as well as a spectrum of activities including the use of force for the physical defence of civilian populations, aspects of humanitarian action and human rights monitoring, reporting and advocacy. The fragmented conceptions and lack of strategic coherence has, at times, negatively impacted the practical implementation of protection mandates, with protection actors sometimes working at cross purposes.
The UN peacekeeping protection of civilians mandate fulfils a critical role in realising overarching objectives of civilian protection, and yet, partly due to the proliferation of competing 'protection' concepts, there remains a lack of clarity on the normative framework and practical substance of the mandate. As a result, the peacekeeping mandate is at risk of being diluted, and the potential focus and effectiveness of the use of force to protect civilians undermined.
This article will review the historical development of the protection of civilians mandate in UN peacekeeping operations. It will examine the treatment of civilian protection issues under relevant bodies of international law, and explore the competing concepts constructed by the humanitarian, human rights, and peacekeeping communities. It will then move on to examine some of the practical challenges manifesting due to the differing concepts of protection. The article proposes reconciling the spectrum of concepts and activities in an overarching framework, and refocusing the protection of civilians peacekeeping mandate on physical protection from imminent violence.
Historical development of the protection of civilians mandate UN peacekeeping operations were originally conceived as interpositional military forces deployed to carry out observation and ceasefire monitoring. 2 The end of the Cold War heralded a quantative and qualitative shift, with many more peacekeeping missions deployed and the range of tasks significantly expanded. Where early peacekeeping missions had sought to freeze a conflict, the next generation of peace operations sought to address the root causes through peacebuilding activities, including electoral assistance, promotion of human rights, disarmament, demobilisation and reintegration of combatants, security sector reform, and other rule of law-related activities. 3 Due to growing international concern with the humanitarian situation in several countries, spurred by the 'CNN effect', 4 a number of UN missions were deployed into less permissive environments of ongoing internal conflict with a mandate to use force to ensure a safe and secure environment and to support the delivery of humanitarian assistance. 5 There were several high-profile failures to protect civilians during the early to mid-1990s, including in Rwanda and the former Yugoslavia. 6 It was not until 1999 that the first UN peacekeeping mission was specifically mandated to use force 'to protect civilians', a mandate that has been provided to almost all UN peacekeeping missions established since. 7 Yet the origins of the protection of civilians mandate in UN peacekeeping are deeper and richer, reaching back almost to the beginning of UN peacekeeping itself.
UN peacekeeping operations have been involved in the protection of civilians since the deployment of the UN Operation in the Congo (ONUC) in 1960. ONUC Operational Directive No. 8 asserted:
Where feasible, every protection will be afforded to unarmed groups who may be subjected by any armed party to acts of violence likely to lead to loss of life. In such cases, UN troops will interpose themselves, using armed force if necessary, to prevent such loss of life. 8 However, the ONUC deployment was exceptional. As a result of the escalating conflict, the activities of the UN forces bordered on war-fighting. The resulting political and financial strains placed on the organisation acted against the deployment of similarly expansive and robust operations for some time. 9 The UN Protection Force established in 1992 and deployed to the former Yugoslavia (UNPROFOR) was the UN's first peacekeeping mission to make a concerted attempt to protect civilians, although it was not mandated or resourced to provide direct physical protection to the civilian population. 10 UNPROFOR proceeded with an indirect civilian protection strategy based on two components: protection through the delivery of humanitarian assistance, and protection through the demilitarisation and defence of territory ('safe areas'). At the height of its mandate, UNPROFOR was authorised to use force in three main situations: to 'deter attacks against the safe areas'; to 'ensure the freedom of movement of UNPROFOR'; and to 'protect humanitarian convoys'. 11 There was however no specific 'protection of civilians' mandate, and UNPROFOR's authorisation to use force was presented as acting in self-defence.
Following the delivery of reports on the UN peacekeeping failures in Bosnia 12 and Rwanda 13 in the 1990s, the Security Council embarked upon The protection of civilians mandate in UN peacekeeping operations: reconciling protection concepts and practices of senior mission leadership on the ground, 18 and many peacekeeping missions that had been provided with the mandate were unable to implement it in any meaningful way. The focus of international debates on the political and security aspects of the protection of civilians were channelled into the overarching normative dilemmas associated with the concept of the 'Responsibility to Protect'. 19 It was not until 2007, following the significant failures of UN peacekeeping missions to protect civilians, particularly in the Democratic Republic of the Congo (DRC), 20 that focus returned to the protection of civilians mandate. In response to such failures, the Security Council began to explicitly prioritise protection efforts in several UN peacekeeping missions, such as those deployed to Darfur (UNAMID), 21 the DRC (MONUC), 22 Chad and the Central African Republic (MINURCAT) 23 , and more recently, South Sudan (UNMISS) 24 and Liberia (UNMIL). 25 Highlighting the importance of peacekeeping in furthering the overarching protection agenda, the thematic resolutions on the protection of civilians in armed conflict adopted between 2007 and 2011 focused to a large extent on the implementation of protection mandates in UN peacekeeping operations, stressing that protection activities should be given priority in resource allocation. 26 Momentum on the issue also grew in other fora. In the General Assembly, the Special Committee on Peacekeeping Operations (commonly known as the C34) included language on the protection of civilians in the report of its 2009 regular session and every subsequent annual report. 27 In the context of the violent conflict in Libya, in March 2011 the Security Council authorised member states to 'take all necessary measures . . . to protect civilians and civilian populated areas under threat of attack'. 30 In this instance, the 'protection of civilians' language was used to authorise what was essentially a Responsibility to Protect intervention. This was because the mandate provided for Libya was concerned equally with the broader strategic basis for intervention (for which Libya had not provided its consent) as with the operational-level use of force. In comparison, the protection of civilians mandates in UN peacekeeping are usually focused on the operational-level use of force in the context of the host state's consent to the deployment of the mission (whether genuine or coerced). It had taken time, as well as nuanced and sustained political engagement, to get to the point where the concept and language associated with the protection of civilians peacekeeping mandate had been widely accepted. There was concern that the fallout of the Libya intervention, which was criticised by some as being a vehicle for regime change rather than for protection of civilians, 31 would jeopardise the ongoing support for and development of the protection of civilians mandate in UN peacekeeping missions. Several commentators have highlighted the impact that the Libya intervention had on the willingness of some Security Council members to support intervention in response to the conflict in Syria. 32 Since the Libya intervention, the Security Council has introduced a new dimension to protection of civilians issues. In March 2013, the Council authorised the deployment of an Intervention Brigade as part of the UN Organisation Stabilisation Mission in the DRC (MONUSCO) to operate alongside the regular UN forces, with the mandate to 'ensure . . . effective protection of civilians under imminent threat of physical violence'. 33 The Intervention Brigade was provided the mandate to 'neutralise' rebel armed groups by carrying out targeted offensive operations against them. 34 This development could have a significant impact on how the original protection of civilians mandate is understood and, in particular, The protection of civilians mandate in UN peacekeeping operations: reconciling protection concepts and practices whether it is unable to be conceived as incorporating an inherent authorisation to carry out pre-emptive offensive operations.
Overview of the legal framework for the protection of civilians by UN peacekeepers IHL and IHRL are most often understood as the normative bases for protection of civilians concepts and activities. While both of these branches of law are indeed relevant to the use of force by UN peacekeepers to protect civilians, a third, more central, normative basis for action arises from jus ad bellum and is grounded in the UN Charter. The latter provides greater scope for action by UN peacekeepers, although it sets out a legal authority or right rather than a positive obligation to which these forces may be held accountable. A detailed examination of the legal framework for the protection of civilians is beyond the scope of this work, which will instead focus on outlining the main bases for protection of civilians enshrined in the most relevant bodies of international law.
While an express Security Council mandate provides the central basis for UN peacekeepers to use force to protect civilians, it is not the sole source of legal authority to use force for such a purpose. Even in the absence of an express mandate by the Security Council, all UN peacekeepers arguably have the authority to use force to protect civilians under imminent threat of physical violence, a view endorsed by the UN itself. 35 This may fit under the positivist rule of the expanded concept of 'self-defence' that is part of UN peacekeeping (including self-defence in defence of the mandate), but is best understood as an implied power normatively connected to the UN Charter's purposes and principles. 36 The analysis of the legal framework for the protection of civilians mandate also reveals that the mandate's development is the manifestation of progressive interpretation of UN Charter provisions relating to the determination of threats to international peace and security, drawing heavily on humanitarian and human rights ideals, and moving away from the traditional state-centric paradigm. 37 
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Foundations of the protection of civilians mandate in IHRL and IHL While IHRL and IHL may not provide a direct legal basis for the protection of civilians mandate in UN peacekeeping, they are still relevant and normatively connected to this issue. IHRL protects a broad range of rights, but its core is intended to ensure protection against the arbitrary exercise and abuse of power by authorities for all human beings who find themselves within a state's 'effective control' (that is, over territory or otherwise over the individual, for example through detention). 38 IHL, by contrast, has two main aims. 39 The first is to protect persons who have not taken, or are no longer taking, a direct part in hostilities, including civilians as well as wounded, sick, and captured combatants. The second is to regulate the means and methods of warfare through rules on the conduct of hostilities and the use of weapons. 40 While the provisions of IHRL apply to all persons at all times within a state's jurisdiction, IHL only applies in times of armed conflict and draws a fundamental distinction between civilians and combatants who are taking a direct part in hostilities. 41 IHL prohibits all attacks against civilians, unless and for such time as they are directly participating in the hostilities. 42 IHL also specifies that, in international armed conflicts (and arguably non-international armed conflicts), precautions should be taken to try to ensure that civilians are not killed or injured in attacks on military targets. 43 While Article 1 of the Geneva Conventions prima facie provides a positive obligation to protect (that is, 'to ensure respect' for IHL), in practice this provision is read and implemented more narrowly. 44 The provisions of IHL The protection of civilians mandate in UN peacekeeping operations: reconciling protection concepts and practices applicable in non-international armed conflicts are less extensive than those relating to international armed conflicts. 45 IHRL is potentially of broader relevance for the protection of civilians mandate. This is particularly so when recognising that, while IHL does apply per se to UN peacekeepers, such UN forces are generally not considered to be party to an armed conflict. 46 The Secretary-General's Bulletin on Observance by United Nations Forces of International Humanitarian Law provides a test which treats UN peacekeepers as more analogous to civilians or non-combatants than to a party to the armed conflict. The Bulletin does this by prescribing that IHL applies to UN forces 'when in situations of armed conflict they are actively engaged therein as combatants, to the extent and for the duration of their engagement'. 47 This is however controversial, and the International Committee of the Red Cross (ICRC) adopts a different view of the issue. 48 The most important rights under IHRL for the protection of civilians in peacekeeping include the right to life, the prohibition against torture and illtreatment, and the freedom from arbitrary detention. 49 These are human rights that any host state will have an obligation to respect and ensure respect for (that is, a positive obligation), including by non-state actors. 50 In relation to these human rights, only the freedom from arbitrary detention may be derogated from in a state of emergency. 51 While the applicability of IHRL to UN peacekeeping operations is difficult to contest, 52 the precise content of these obligations is more unclear than for IHL obligations. The UN is not party to human rights treaties and the greatest difficulty lies in understanding the scope and extent of obligations for a UN force, which has no sovereignty over a territory and has lesser powers than a state. 53 No equivalent of the Secretary-General's Bulletin on IHL exists to guide the application of IHRL to UN peacekeepers.
The 2000 Report of the Panel on United Nations Peace Operations (the Brahimi Report), a landmark UN document on peacekeeping, indicated that:
[P]eacekeepers -troops or police -who witness violence against civilians should be presumed to be authorised to stop it, within their means, in support of basic United Nations principles and . . . consistent with 'the perception and the expectation of protection created by an operation's very presence '. 54 This statement is connected to a potential UN obligation to ensure respect for IHRL (also known as the 'due diligence' obligation) 55 by others such as non-state actors, private individuals and even local authorities. 56 While there is real scope for this argument of positive obligation, it is complicated and requires untangling a range of legal issues which are outside the scope of this article, including: the basis and scope of human rights obligations of the UN and its peacekeepers; 57 the extent to which derogation is possible (as for states of emergency) for any such applicable obligations; 58 and the UN's legal authority to use force in a peacekeeping operation without an express mandate from the Security Council to do so (which is usually the case for a non-Chapter VII operation). 59 As a normative guide for UN peacekeepers, IHL may provide less protection to civilians than IHRL and is silent on many issues -particularly concerning active steps to protect -which could be directly relevant to the protection of civilians mandate. This is evident The protection of civilians mandate in UN peacekeeping operations: reconciling protection concepts and practices when comparing the positive ('due diligence') obligations of states under IHRL with the more modest obligations of states to ensure respect for IHL. 60 Foundations of the protection of civilians mandate in the UN Charter
The UN Charter was developed in the aftermath of the failures of the Covenant of the League of Nations, and was seen as a more advanced version of a collective security agreement. 61 Member states relinquished their authority to use force in their relations with other states but maintained the right of self-defence under Article 51 of the Charter. The UN Security Council was given the authority, under Chapter VII of the Charter, to authorise the use of force against member states for the purpose of maintaining or restoring international peace and security. 62 The trigger for the Security Council's imposition of coercive measures under Chapter VII was provided in Article 39 of the Charter as the identification of a threat to international peace and security.
The development of the legal framework for UN peacekeeping has taken place in the context of the UN Charter's silence on this activity, and where there is arguably no complete theory of sources of international law for the organisation. 63 The interpretation of UN law accordingly draws strong parallels to constitutional law rather than the more usual interpretive approach in the Vienna Convention on the Law of Treaties. 64 As explained by Thomas Franck:
The law of, or about, international organisations is essentially constitutional law . . . This is true not only because it is descriptive of the internal rules governing the operation of institutions and societies, but because it is treated by lawyers in a manner different to other law -treated as being capable of organic growth. 65 It is thus important in the UN context to understand the interpretive approach of implied powers under the Charter, which applies to organs (such as the Security Council) and sub-organs (such as UN peacekeeping operations), and is widely accepted in Charter interpretation. 66 The protection of civilians mandate, which is set out in Security Council resolutions adopted under Chapter VII of the Charter, is central to the protection aspect of UN peacekeeping operations. It represents both the mission's tasking and its explicit legal authority to use force to protect civilians. However, the decisions of the Security Council do not exclusively define the authority to use force, including to protect civilians. The use of force in UN peacekeeping operations has one of two legal bases: (a) it is expressly authorised under Chapter VII (such as a protection of civilians mandate); or (b), it is implied under the rubric of the right to self-defence (usually under a non-Chapter VII mandate). 67 In both cases, the mandate is grounded in the broader context of the Charter. A UN peacekeeping operation's legal authority to use force and encroach upon host state sovereignty is greater than that of the visiting forces of other states. This reflects the UN's status as a near universal international organisation of broad purpose and legitimacy, and that peacekeeping operations represent the international community acting through the UN.
While the protection of civilians mandate may be seen as a natural development to fulfil obligations of IHRL and IHL, in fact it rests heavily on the UN Charter and its purposes and principles. As the Brazilian delegation stated in the Security Council in 2011, '[p]rotecting civilians is one of the most important ways in which the Organisation gives expression to its ultimate objectives, as set out in the Charter'. 68 The mandate represents an important expansion of the jus ad bellum manifest in the Security Council authorisation of the use of force. Christine Gray, for example, in her seminal work International Law and the Use of Force, refers to the protection of civilians as a 'new legal and moral' dimension to the use of force. 69 It crystallises a trend suggesting that the most legitimate use of force on behalf of the international community is for the purpose of the protection of civilians. 70 The development of the protection of civilians mandate is a movement away from the traditional state-centric focus of international peace and security, which was the raison d'être of Chapter VII at the time when the Charter was adopted. 71 It has become a practical manifestation of an approach to determining threats to international peace and security that is firmly founded in human rights and humanitarian ideas. 72 This also reflects a parallel and earlier evolution of the 67 C. Gray, above note 37, pp. 300-304; T. Findlay, above note 8, pp. 14-15; K. Cox, above note 37, p. 249. The protection of civilians mandate in UN peacekeeping operations: reconciling protection concepts and practices meaning of Article 39 of the UN Charter -the trigger for the use of Chapter VII powers -from inter-state to intra-state conflicts in which civilians are the main victims and targets. 73 In this sense, the broader reading of the Charter also owes a debt to the foundations and growth of IHRL and IHL.
UN peacekeepers' authority to protect in the absence of an express mandate
The development and extensive use of the Security Council's protection of civilians mandate does not mean that similar legal rights and authority may not exist for UN peacekeeping missions without such an explicit mandate. After the Brahimi Report posited the presumed authority to protect civilians, the UN Secretariat revised in 2002 what became known as the UN Master List of Numbered Rules of Engagement. 74 One of the standard rules from that list, which applied to all UN peacekeeping operations regardless of their mandate, authorised the use of force 'up to, and including deadly force, to defend any civilian person who is in need of protection against a hostile act or hostile intent, when competent local authorities are not in a position to render immediate assistance'. 75 This reinforces the Brahimi Report suggestion that UN peacekeepers have an inherent or implied authority, in support of basic UN principles, to use force to protect civilians under imminent threat of physical violence, when the state authorities are unable or unwilling to do so.
This legal authority for protection of civilians can perhaps be linked back at the doctrinal level to the right to use force in self-defence including in defence of the mandate, which is an established (though controversial) right implied in all UN peacekeeping operations. 76 The use of force in self-defence is inherent and implied, as it is not usually spelt out in Security Council mandates, status of forces agreements, 77 or other legal instruments, nor positively expressed in any other way as a legal authorisation. There are valid concerns associated with an overly broad authorisation for UN peacekeepers to use force under the rubric of 'in defence force to take positive action in defence of its purpose is no different from allowing them to enforce it.' 79 However, as suggested in other writings, the protection of civilians forms one of the most central, necessary and legitimate aspects of an expanded concept of self-defence for UN peacekeepers. 80 The UN, by defending civilians in this context, does not act like an intervening state, but rather defends the norms and values of the UN Charter. This is broadly consistent with the rationale for international action that underlies the Responsibility to Protect. 81 This inherent right of UN peacekeepers to use force to protect civilians does not create a duty or obligation to use force for this purpose. As the right to use force to protect civilians is either based on implied powers or the express authorisation in a Chapter VII resolution, it is quite difficult to articulate it as a positive obligation within jus ad bellum. Nevertheless, some commentators have insisted that such a duty to use force to protect civilians exists. 82 Conceptualising protection in the humanitarian, human rights and peacekeeping communities
The protection of civilians mandate provided by the Security Council to UN peacekeeping operations is distinct from the related humanitarian and human rights concepts, but is located within and forms a critical part of the broader protection agenda. As the protection of civilians has become increasingly prominent in international relations discourse and humanitarian practice, the existence of conflicting conceptions of 'protection' by various international actors has become starkly evident and has created confusion. This has been particularly so where UN peacekeeping missions have been deployed and peacekeeping, humanitarian and human rights actors have needed to work closely together, including in 'integrated missions'. 83 Concepts of 'protection of civilians' in the humanitarian community
The humanitarian community frames its activities within an expansive protection of civilians concept. By the late 1990s, much of the humanitarian community had moved away from the relief-only paradigm and instead conceived the spectrum of humanitarian action within a protection of civilians framework. 84 In 1999, the Inter-Agency Standing Committee (IASC), established by the UN General Assembly to strengthen the coordination of its humanitarian emergency assistance, adopted the definition of 'protection' as 'all efforts aimed at obtaining full respect for the rights of the individual and of the obligations of the authorities/arms bearers in accordance with the letter and the spirit of the relevant bodies of law'. 85 The Sphere Project, a community of humanitarian response practitioners, subsequently prepared the Charter and Minimum Standards in Humanitarian Response; this attempted to flesh out the IASC definition, articulating a widely recognised set of 'protection principles' to guide all humanitarian agencies, even those without a distinct protection mandate or specialist protection capacity. The Sphere Project's charter focused on the core humanitarian protection concerns of freedom from violence, from coercion of various kinds and from deliberate deprivation of the means of survival. It also advocated the application of the 'protection principles' to the three stages of protection activities: (i) preventive -preventing physical threats or rights abuses; (ii) responsive -stopping ongoing violations; and (iii) remedialproviding remedies to victims. 86 Various humanitarian organisations, including the ICRC, have gone on to develop more detailed concepts of protection, connected to their own mandates. 87 The humanitarian community's approach to the protection of civilians concept has not been without criticism. One commentator suggested that the community had manipulated the language of protection, 'colonised it, and recast even the most mundane of aid activities as protection'. 88 It has been argued that while humanitarian protection efforts are inherently valuable, they do not in fact provide actual 'protection' as they cannot 'provide directly and forcefully for the safety of people' and because 'much of the protection work of humanitarians deals with the post-violence lives of the victims'. 89 Concepts of 'protection of civilians' in the human rights community
The human rights framework, underpinned by the inherent dignity of the human being, provides a platform for the broadest understanding of the fulfilment of civilian protection ideals. It builds on liberal political ideas and legal theoryfrom Locke, Rousseau, Paine and others -of the relationship between individuals and the organised power of the state. IHRL does at the international level what many constitutions do at the national level: it crystallises the obligations of governments to respect and ensure respect for a range of rights in consideration for individuals giving up other freedoms to the state and organised public power. This, in effect, places the primary responsibility for the protection of civilians on states.
The language of 'protection of civilians' is less prevalent in the discourse of the human rights community than in the humanitarian and peacekeeping communities. 90 In the human rights context, the concept is somewhat superfluous since the entire IHRL framework underwrites a general concept and specific aspects of the protection of individuals through respect for the wide spectrum of human rights. The concept of 'protection' held by the Office of the High Commissioner for Human Rights (OHCHR) was espoused in a 2006 publication: From OHCHR's point of view human rights protection is a wider concept, including not only civilians but all individuals in time of peace and war. OHCHR emphasises, as well, obligations of promotion, alongside protection. OHCHR's approach to protection is based on the provisions of international human rights law, international humanitarian law, international criminal law, and international refugee law. Our approach is informed by the full range of internationally agreed human rights standards . . . 91 In practice, protection-related human rights activity usually focuses on human rights monitoring and reporting, advocacy, and efforts to ensure accountability for international human rights violations. However, such effort is more often conceived as the protection and promotion of IHRL rather than as protection of civilians activities per se.
Concepts of 'protection of civilians' in the peacekeeping community The protection of civilians mandate in UN peacekeeping operations: reconciling protection concepts and practices and is an interpretation of jus ad bellum. 92 It conceptualises protection as preventing and halting genocide and widespread war crimes, crimes against humanity, and ethnic cleansing, and identifies the protection responsibilities of states, the UN and the broader international community. 93 Nicholas Tsagourias suggests that the concepts of 'responsibility to protect' and 'protection of civilians' are 'subsetsindeed interrelated ones -of the same concept and peacekeeping has become the main tool for providing such protection'. 94 The second aspect, manifest in Security Council protection of civilians mandates, is generally focused on the operational level and solidly grounded in the collective security agreement articulated in the UN Charter. 95 The language formulation of the mandates, 96 and the discussion surrounding the first adoption of the protection of civilians mandate, indicate that the Security Council conceived the protection of civilians narrowly in terms of physical protection from the threat of imminent violence. 97 Influenced by the protection of civilians concepts prevalent in the humanitarian and human rights communities, the mandate was interpreted more broadly in the UN DPKO and DFS Operational Concept on the Protection of Civilians, in which it was conceived as encompassing three 'tiers' of activities: (i) protection through political process; (ii) protection from physical violence; and (iii) establishment of a protective environment. 98 The protection of civilians peacekeeping mandate therefore has somewhat of a dual conception. It is prima facie described narrowly as physical protection from imminent violence in Security Council mandates, while implementation of the mandate is conceived to include a broad range of activities undertaken in a peacekeeping operation that contribute to a more general concept of protection. For example, UNAMID's Mission Directive on the Protection of Civilians in Darfur interprets the mandate as 'all activities aimed at obtaining full respect for the rights of the individual in accordance with the letter and the spirit of the relevant bodies of law'. 99 A similar trend was witnessed in respect of the UN Secretary-General's report on implementing the Responsibility to Protect from the 2005 World Summit Outcome document. 100 The language formulation used by the Security Council is explicit, clear, and narrow: the use of force to protect civilians from imminent threat of physical violence, which is an aspect of protection that military operations have the unique capacity to fulfil. A broadened interpretation of the mandate risks diluting its power and potential effectiveness. This was recently evidenced by the Security Council's need to mandate an Intervention Brigade in MONUSCO to use offensive force to protect civilians, despite the mission's already strong protection of civilians mandate. 101 
Practical challenges of reconciling concepts of protection
The lack of clarity on key aspects of the protection of civilians peacekeeping mandate and the proliferation of related concepts within international law and across the humanitarian, human rights and peacekeeping communities raises a number of challenges for coherently advancing the protection of civilians agenda and practically realising civilian protection objectives. Some of the challenges stem from misunderstandings of the mandate and role of various actors, others from the inherent difficulty in reconciling some of the protection activities. As Bernard Ramcharan, former acting UN High Commissioner for Human Rights states, in the UN 'there is no common, system-wide . . . understanding of the concept of "protection". This has given rise to problematic inconsistencies in both usage and practice.' 102 A few of the key practical challenges will be briefly touched upon below.
Challenges are often encountered when different actors seek to fulfil their protection mandates through activities that are not always complementary. Balancing the protection activities of the humanitarian and human rights communities with the implementation of the protection of civilians peacekeeping mandate has proved difficult at times. The robust use of force to protect civilians, through which UN peacekeepers may become a de facto (if not de jure) party to the conflict, raises a number of issues. Prior to the mandating of the African Union forces in Mali, the argument was made by actors in humanitarian and human rights communities that UN-mandated or -authorised military deployments should not be presented as 'protecting civilians' when they are expected to use force in a way that will effectively result in them becoming belligerents. As Brian Urquhart, former Under-Secretary-General for Special Political Affairs in the UN and an influential figure in the initial development of peacekeeping, pointed out, '[t]he moment a peacekeeping force starts killing people it becomes a part of the conflict it is supposed to be controlling, and therefore a part of the problem'. 103 UN peacekeeping forces being viewed as a party to the conflict can undermine the perceived impartiality of other UN actors, and consequently their ability to deliver on their protection mandate. This challenge is compounded when UN peacekeepers use force selectively -against rebel militia groups but not government forces or government-sponsored armed groups, as is the case for the Intervention Brigade in MONUSCO. More broadly, the humanitarian community has raised concerns that the use of force for the protection of civilians can escalate a conflict and exacerbate the humanitarian situation through reprisal attacks, heightening human rights violations and sexual violence, increasing displacement and leaving in its wake a dangerous security vacuum. 104 In this context, several humanitarian and human rights actors expressed concern at the mandating of the MONUSCO Intervention Brigade. 105 Host state consent for the deployment of a peacekeeping operation is one of the traditional 'guiding principles' of UN peacekeeping. 106 The withdrawal of consent, whether formal or effective, can have a significantly negative impact on the ability of the mission to fulfil its mandate. In order to establish a presence and to move freely to provide physical protection to civilian populations, a UN peacekeeping operation needs to retain the political consent and cooperation of the host government and authorities. The maintenance of such consent can be jeopardised by human rights monitoring and reporting on issues that identify governmental elements as committing gross violations. Such challenges have been faced by the UN, including in South Sudan. 107 A reverse dynamic exists in respect of humanitarian activity, whereby the use of force by a peacekeeping mission to protect civilians against government forces, or even government-sponsored armed groups, may result in retaliatory restriction of humanitarian access. However, even though the protection of civilians peacekeeping mandate authorises the use of force including against host state actors, 108 force has rarely -if at all -been used in such a manner.
The dilution of the protection of civilians peacekeeping mandate has deflected focus away from the use of force for physical protection, resulting in unclear expectations on UN peacekeepers and consequent difficulty in holding them accountable for their failure to act. If the implementation of the mandate more clearly focused on physical protection from imminent violence, the expectations to use force, obligations to carry out enabling military activity and accompanying resource requirements would be more transparent. The lack of clarity associated with the mandate has also resulted in concerns regarding overlap of mandates, including in respect of the militarisation of humanitarian aid and resulting implications for humanitarian access. 109 The lack of clarity regarding the legal framework governing the establishment and implementation of the protection of civilians mandate has significant practical implications. The misconception that the peacekeeping mandate derives from IHL and IHRL, rather than from an independent normative basis, has resulted in confusion regarding the appropriateness of using force to implement protection obligations articulated in those branches of law. The lack of appreciation of the inherent normative basis for UN peacekeepers to protect civilians irrespective of an express mandate has resulted in the failure to recognise that UN peacekeepers will always have the authority to intervene in order to protect civilians under imminent threat of violence where the host state cannot act. Furthermore, a failure to intervene may also violate IHRL obligations owed by UN peacekeepers to the host state's population. Questions remain about the authority and obligation to use pre-emptive force and the scope of military activities that might cover. With these issues insufficiently addressed in the missions' Concepts of Operations or Rules of Engagement, and absent from the Memoranda of Understanding between the UN and troop contributing countries, the expectations of UN peacekeepers to use force to protect civilians remain unclear, undermining the potential role that the use of force can play in realising protection ideals.
Conclusion
The protection of civilians framework can be broadly conceived as comprising legal authority and obligations of protection, and activities undertaken to realise those legal protections. As demonstrated by the foregoing analysis, the humanitarian, human rights and peacekeeping communities have each constructed discrete understandings of what 'protection of civilians' means, drawing on various bodies of law and building a concept of protection to frame their own narrative and practical activities. The protection of civilians mandate in UN peacekeeping operations: reconciling protection concepts and practices
While each of the concepts is legitimate and useful within the respective communities, the proliferation of concepts has created a high level of confusion regarding the nature of the protection of civilians, in particular its normative basis, content and associated responsibilities. Each of the strands of protection essentially comes from the same place -a recognition of civilians as individuals with inherent dignity to whom obligations of protection are owed, including from violence. They also aspire to reach a similar destination -the fulfilment of protection obligations deriving from international law. In order to improve the implementation of protection activities, there is a need to articulate an overarching framework in which the various concepts of 'protection of civilians' are coherently conceived, and can interact in a complementary and mutually reinforcing manner.
A range of activities contributes to realising the legal obligations of protection drawn from the UN Charter, IHL and IHRL, including human rights monitoring, reporting and advocacy; the use of force to provide physical protection to civilians; the provision of humanitarian assistance to sustain civilians; and rightsbased programmatic activity contributing to building a protective environment. Concurrently undertaking the range of activities in the absence of a coherent overarching framework raises many practical challenges. Although protection concepts and activities may not always be easily reconcilable, there is a need for a more nuanced approach that recognises shared objectives, clarifies responsibilities, and promotes complementary and mutually supportive activities in the field. In the UN peacekeeping context, this should lead to a reorientation towards the Security Council mandate language, which is focused heavily on the protection of civilians from imminent physical violence. There is also a need for an explicit recognition of the full legal framework in which the peacekeeping mandate exists, including the rights and obligations of peacekeepers arising from international law governing the use of force and the UN Charter's purposes and principles. The broader interpretation of the peacekeeping mandate, which is currently prevalent, risks undermining the core and original intent of the Security Council, and renders unclear expectations of the use of force by UN peacekeepers.
If the most immediate and pressing needs of physical protection -from murder, rape and other attacks -are to be met by UN peacekeepers, it is necessary to untangle this conceptual and normative confusion. The core of the protection of civilians peacekeeping mandate, as well as its part in the broader protection agenda, needs to be understood to ensure that it is as clear as possible when force is expected to be used by UN peacekeepers to protect civilians.
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